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As to the passages of Scripture, I do not think that it is my
part to reply to them, unless when they appear to contradict some
opinion that is peculiar to me. For when my doctrine merely con-
tains things that are common to all Christians, such as are the
object of attack here, e.g. that something can be known and that
human souls are not like those of animals, I should stand in dread of
the charge of arrogance, if I did not-prefer to content myself with
the replies that have already been discovered by others, rather than
devise new arguments; for I have never intermeddled with
theological studies, except in so far as they contributed to my
private instruction, nor do I find within me so much of the divine
grace as to feel called to this sacred occupation. But I shall not
on the present occasion avail myself of this resource, for fear that I
may give some people an opportunity of thinking that I keep silence
because I cannot give a satisfactory explanation of the passages
adduced.

Firstly therefore I maintain that the passage from St Paul,
I Corinth, chap. 8. ver. 21, ought only to be understood of the
knowledge which is not conjoined with love, i.e. of the knowledge of
the Atheists, because whoever knows God as he ought, cannot avoid
loving Him or fail to have love. And this is confirmed by the
preceding words: 'Knowledge puffetk up, but love edifietk,3 and
those which immediately follow : * Moreover if anyone love God, He
(i.e. God) is known by Mm.' Thus the Apostle does not mean that
we can possess no knowledge at all, because he admits that those
who love God know him, i.e. have knowledge about him. He says
merely that those who have not love and hence do not know God
sufficiently, although they imagine that in other matters they know
something, nevertheless do not know as they ought to know, just
because they ought to begin with the knowledge of God, and sub-
sequently range the knowledge of all other things under this single
cognition, as I have explained in my Meditations. Thus this very
passage, which was adduced against me, so openly confirms my
opinion about this matter, that I disbelieve that it can be properly
explained by those who differ from me. But if anyone contends
that the pronoun (ffey does not refer to God2 but to the man who
is known of God and approved by Him, another Apostle, to wit
St John in his first Epistle, chap. 2, wholly favours my explanation.

1  Above, p. 236.

2  Cf. the interpretation in the English authorised and revised versions.